vsi i pi in ilu o t s 1 1 j N A> }~ 4< 

md s 2 iTv ;;\ i a 11 m axis t u ^ * o > e 

requested. 

Double Patenting 

The Examiner rejected claims 53-54 and 57-5S as conflicting with claims 1-5 from 
Application \> >79,954, Apj i is that claims 53-54 and 57-58 are d ere from 

> i - 5 bees v n ~ 5 '< < dms 57-58 incorporate the aiicnis ,<.> 
respectively, which are not included anywhere in claims 1-5 of Application No. 10/679,954. As 
he scope ! N i v 5? x iiffe em fn i >i ns 1-5, Applies ests th 

, v vC ! , <<m ,n ' " A a< 

Specification 

> - " x., ' - , led to the specification for misspelling 'Ai ATLAB" as 
"MATHLAB", Applicant has amended the specification to correct this error. Applicant submits 
that no new matter has been entered. 

Claim Objections 

The Examiner objected to claim ! 3 for improperly depending on claim 1 0, Applicant has 
amended claim 13 to depend on claim 12. 

( 'him R.( fections undi ; 3 < I S. C § I * 2 

Claims 1 and 20 were rejecied under 35 U.S. (J. 1 12. second paragraph, as being 
ne nk p<! ying where the coefficients come from. Applicant has amended claims 

1 and 20 to specs'} I hat the coefficients are determined from the input waveform. 
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Claims 21,33, 36, 37, 49, and 52 were rejected under 35 US.C. 112, second paragraph, 
as being incomplete for not specifying where the coefficients were generated. Applicants have 
amended claims 21, 33, 36, 37, 49, and 52 to more clearly specify where the coefficients are 
generated. 

Claims 1 , 20. 21,33, 3d, 37, 49, and 52 were rejected under 35 U.S.C i 12, second 
paragraph, as being incomplete for not specifying where the data is being sent and received. 
Applicant has amended claims 1 , 20, 21 , 33, 36, 37, 49, and 52 to more clearly describe where 
the data is sent ami received. 

Claims 1749 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, for having 
insufficient antecedent basis for the language "wherein reconstructing further comprises." 
Applicant has amended claim Id, from which claims 17-19 depend, to include the feature of 
reconstructing. Therefore, claims 1 7-1 9 recite proper antecedent basis* 

Claim Rejections under 35 US.C § tOl 

Applicant has amended claims 1, 16 and 20 to call for a machine-implemented method, 
in die Office Action, the claims were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §101 for allegedly being 
non-gtatutory. In particular, it was said in the Office Action that die claim must recite more than 
101 judicial exception, in that the process claim roust set forth a practical application of that 
judicial exception to produced a real -world or tangible result. It was further said that the claims 
are missing a practical application and, therefore, the claims are non-statutory. Applicants 
respectfully disagree. As explained in the enclosed memorandum horn John J, Love, Deputy 
Commissioner for Patent Examination Policy, 

A practical application in this context can be the result itself, and does not 
require that steps or additional limitations be added to the claims... it is the result 
that should be the focus. If due result has rx real world practical application use. 
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then die test has been satisfied. 7dk> c/a/m »«' not include the uses to which the 
' ' " dim ' h " t , m ih ' ?5i < r v i pimsis added) 

In this cas k he independent claims either sends or receives a subset of determined 

principal components and coefficients of an input waveform. The sending and/or receiving of 
inn { < - s tu liki v -ir ik i^o,**^^ , ' ti t\ 

maybe used to transmit and recover compressed speech signals at reduced bandwtdths. Thus, 
the output est rf the claims has a read world p < s 

practical applicability has been satisfied according to the Deputy Commissioner. 

Claim Refections under 35 U.S.C § 102 and 103 

Claims I, X 5-8, 10-12, 21, 23, 25-28, 30-32, 37, 39, 41-44 and 46-48 are rejected under 
35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Atai, U.S, Patent 4,764,963. Claims 2, 1 6-18, 20, 22, 
33-36, 38 and 49-52 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over Atal 

Claims 4, 14-15, 24 and 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over -Altai in view of Chen et al, "Karbunen-Loeve Method for Data Compression and Speech 
Analysis."* 

Claims 9, 29 and 45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over And 
in view of'fakebayashi et al, U.S. Patent 5,761,639. 

Claims 13 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Atal in 
view of M nil , P Noi >. [ . s ! 

Minimum Statist es " 

Claims 53 and 5? are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Atal in 
view of Baker., U.S. Patent 4,713,778. 

i aims 54 md 58 are reje< ted under 35 U S.C. 103ts) as bei g m p He it; b l »\ t Uai n 
view of Baker, and fkrtlie ii vie* > Carleton c al I S Aden 6,069,94s 
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Claims 55-56 arm 59 60 are rejected unties 35 I S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ata! in view of Farreti, U.S. Patent 5,636,325. 

Claim ■ s directed to a method of compressing spc ech data ami require "parsing an input 
'.u\> nam . m- >a hn" ',<!,, > >> 1 1 at k > j kJ ->ejn 

sendi ig sj >set < * the dek , >' components during an initial transmission 

period and end rg ot riders e input waveform for each >itc! segme t during a period 
subsequent to the initial transmission period ..." 

On page 7 of the Office Action, the Examiner equates the "speech event feature signal" 
described in col 1.3, lines 5-8, of Ata! with the coefficients of the input waveform for each pitch 
segment, recited in claim 1. Applicant submits that the speech event feature signal is nowhere 
desenbed or suggested in Ana to be or mclode t ot K e _tm of nr input x m mem tor each pitch 
segment. Rather, in the passage at col 4, lines 20-23, Atai d**. loses that i speed rvent feature 
signal ^corresponds to the features of the articulatory configuration of an individual sound 
occurring in the speech pattern." Atal provides no clue as to whether the speech event feature 
are for a pitch segment. 

Furthermore, even if the speech even feature signal of Atal could be considered to 
correspond to Applicant's claimed coefficients, which Applicant does not concede, Atal would 
still fail to disclose sending coefficients during a period subsequent to the initial transmission 
ariot du m s ^ " s >sei of the determined principal components are sent). 

Claim . therefore distinguishes over Atal. 

Independent claims 20, 21,36, 37, and 52 recite similar limitations to those of claim 1 
and shen. fore dis mguish o\cr Atal for at k e aim L 

Claim 16 recites "receiving a subset of determined principal components of at least one 
pitch segment during an initial transmission period; receiving coefficients of the input waveform 

t sVuh pach s u cat no. "e l , „ kv un i k > 

reconstructing the input waveform ..." 

On page 9 of the Office Action, the Examiner acknowledges that "Atal fails to distinctly 
di^Wt 1 s, , vfncipai eompone* e^KoAtn < v> me 
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Examiner asserts that since Ala; discloses the transmission of feature signals in cot 4, lines 61- 
64, "it would have been inherent ... to receive signal components . The passage at col 4, 
Hoes 61-64, has been reproduced below for reference: "The feature signals are then converted 
t x >r im il sound represemath hat arc d >wer 

b>t o ^ < -i t 14. 

Applicant submits that even if the above passage could be construed to inherently include 
hesn_p 1 La i ilm io fvig^s Ku-ini 1 - 0 1 input 

waveform for each pitch segment during a period subsequent to an initial transmission period 
during which principal components were sent. As described above with respect to claim Atal 
does not disclose or suggest coefficients of the input waveform for each pitch segment, as the 
feature signals are nowhere disclosed or suggested to be of an input waveform for each pitch 
egmei i 1 1 m c ui;u stmgt ishes over Atal, 

Claims 33 and 49 recite limitations that are similar to those of claim 16 and therefore 
distinguish over Atal for at least the same reasons as claim M. 

None of the other art relied upon for the other 103 rejections discloses or suggests 
anything that would remedy the foregoing deficiencies of Atal with respect to the independent 
claims. V 5 such v he - ndepende 3 c laims are patentable over the applied art. 

Bat < ^ pendent claims is also believed to define patentable features of the 
Invention. Each dependent claim partakes of the novelty of its corresponding independent claim 
and, as such, has not been discussed specifically herein. 

It Is believed that all of the pending claims have been addressed. However, the absence 
of a reply to a specific rejection, issue or comment does not signify agreement with or 
on< ssion oi t rejecho sue or comment. In addition, be nark ibo e 

may not be exhaustive, there may be reasons for patentability of any or all pending claims (or 

)thC" < M > ft \ 1 1 tl t h 3 Js 1; j > 5 t K J<. 

an latent to concede an\ tssta v. h regard to any claims, < ^'xot a- >< oh .hh ^ * m this 
paper, and the amendment of any claims does not necessarily signify concession of 
unpatentability of the claim poor to its amendment. 
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In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks. Applicant respectfully submits thai 
the application Is in condition fos allowance, and such action is respectfa.il> requested at the 
Examiner's earliest convenience. 

Applicant's undersigned agent can be reached at the address she* n below \t) telephone 
calls should be directed to the undersigned at 617-521-7012. 

Enclosed is a three-month Petition for Extension of Time Fee. please apply any other 
charges or credits to deposit account 06-1050 referencing Attorney Docket No. 14501 -002001 . 

Respectfully submitted. 



Date . ....... : 

Cynthia L. Caramana 
Reg; No, 60,628 

Fish & Richardson P.C. 
225 Franklin Street 
Boston, MA 02 HO 
Telephone; (617) 542-5070 
Facsimile; (617)542-8906 



